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REMARKS 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1 through 14 remain in this application. No claims have been 
cancelled or withdrawn. Claims IS through 17 have been added. 

The Examiner's rejections will be considered in the order of their 
occurrence in the Office Action. 

Paragraph 1 of the Office Action 

Claims 1 through 14 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112 (second 
paragraph) as being indefinite. 

The above amendments to the claims are believed to clarify the 
requirements of the rejected claims, especially the particular points 
identified in the Office Action. Particularly, the paragraph formatting in 
claims 1 and 14 has been changed to reflect the points made in the Office 
Action, 

Withdrawal of the §112 rejection of claims 1 through 14 is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Paragraph 2 of the Office Action 

Claims 1, 5, 12, and 13 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Dunn in view of Levere or Warner, 

Claim 1 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
anticipated by Husak. 

Claim 1 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
anticipated by Levere. 
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Claim 1, particularly as amended, requires in part "means for 
adjusting a distance between said first bar and said third bar by selectively 
increasing and decreasing a length of said second bar". 

It is submitted that the cited patents, and especially the allegedly 
obvious combination of Dunn^ Lever, Warner, and Husak set forth in the 
rejection of the Office Action, would not lead one skilled in the art to the 
applicant's invention as required by claim 1. Further, claims 5, 12, and 13, 
which depend from claim 1, also include the requirements discussed above 
and therefore are also submitted to be in condition for allowance. 

Withdrawal of the §102(b) and §103(a) rejection of claims 1, 5, 12, 
and 13 is therefore respectfully requested. 

Paragraph 5 of the Office Action: 

Claim 14 has been indicated as being allowable if rewritten or 
amended to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C, 112, 2"** paragraph, 
set forth in the Office Action. 

In view of the changes to claim 14 set forth above, it is submitted that 
claim 14 is in condition for allowance. 

Paragraph 6 of the Office Action 

Paragraph 1 of the Office Action states that claims 2 through 4 and 6 
through 11 would be allowable if written into independent form with the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The above amendment incorporates the limitations of claim 1 (in its 
original form) into the recitation of claim 2, and therefore claim 2 is 
believed to be in condition for allowance. Claims 3, 4, and 6 through 11, by 
virtue of their dependency from amended claim 2, are also submitted to be 
in condition for allowance. 
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In light of the foregoing amendments and remarks, early 
reconsideration and allowance of this application are most courteously 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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